
Letter 2



Responses to Letter 2

2-1

2-2

2-3

2-4

Letter 2 Continued

2-1 The EIS provides a summary of the major geologic units and structures in the vicinity of
the project. A detailed review of the geology is provided in Appendix B of the Baseline
Hydrologic Characterization Report (Baker Consultants, Inc. 1997a), which was
incorporated by reference into the EIS. As discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIS, bedrock
consists of a structurally complex assemblage, and flow occurs primarily within fractures
with major fault zones acting as either barriers or conduits for ground water flow. The
existing data suggest that the dip of the individual bedrock is not a major factor in
controlling the direction of ground water movement across the project area.

2-2 The geologic cross sections referenced in the comment were intended to illustrate the
generalized geologic conditions in the proposed open pits. For detailed ground water
elevation data, see Baker Consultants, Inc. 2000a; the results provided in Baker
Consultants, Inc. 2000a are summarized in the EIS.

2-3 Flow measurements from the springs listed in the comment are tabulated in Table 3.4B in
the Baseline Hydrologic Characterization Report (Baker Consultants, Inc. 1997a). During
the low-flow period that typically extends from late summer through fall in this region, all
but one of these perennial springs located in the Cottonwood Creek drainage had flows
of less than 1 gallon per minute (gpm). Most of these springs actually had flows that were
too low to be measured and were noted during field measurement as “trickle” or “damp.”
These springs are actually small seeps or wet areas that persist throughout the year in
most years (but several of these were reportedly dried up in at least 1 year). One spring
(018A) had an estimated flow of 2.5 gpm (10/10/95). For the purposes of the EIS, any
spring that had observable flow (or was reported as wet or damp) during August,
September, or October in 1995 or 1996 (when the spring flow was monitored) was
considered perennial. Stream flow measurements and site observations during the
baseline data collection confirm that these isolated springs and seeps do not support
perennial flow in Cottonwood Creek (JBR 1996d,g; Baker Consultants, Inc. 1997a).

2-4 Baseline flow data for springs, seeps, and streams used in the EIS evaluation are
provided in JBR 1996d,g; Baker Consultants, Inc. 1997a. This information was
incorporated by reference into the EIS.
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2-5 In response to the comment, a statement was added in the subsection entitled “Impacts
to Streams and Springs” in Section 3.2.2.1 of the Final EIS to explain that perennial
springs and seeps located in higher elevation, mountainous areas represent discharge
from either the regional ground water system or from more isolated or perched aquifers
residing above the regional ground water system.

2-6 The reference to Cow Canyon in the discussion of the Buffalo Valley drainage basin was
removed in the Final EIS.

2-7 The terminology used to describe the various drainage features was modified to conform
with the nomenclature presented on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute
topographic maps of the area.

2-8 In order to keep the EIS document to a reasonable length, technical data and analyses
are summarized in the EIS, and the technical documents that provide these details are
incorporated by reference into the EIS. The technical details requested by the reviewer
are available in the supporting baseline water quality documents (PTI 1997a,e; Exponent
1999).
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2-9 The correct references for this citation are PTI 1997a,e, as stated in the EIS.

2-10 The arsenic value in the parentheses and footnote 8 below Table 3.2-3 were deleted from
the Final EIS since the change in the standard was rescinded by the USEPA.

2-11 Figure 3.2-7 was intended to demonstrate the general pattern of poorer water quality in
the canyons where the main mineralized deposits exist. Each symbol represents a
distinct water analysis. Additional detail is presented in the baseline reports (PTI
1997a,e).

2-12 As in Figure 3.2-7, each symbol represents a distinct water analysis. Additional detail is
available in the baseline reports (PTI 1997a,e).

2-13 The regional ground water elevation map presented in Figure 3.2-9 is an interpretation of
the ground water elevations that existed in June 1996 (Baker Consultants, Inc. 1997a).
The regional ground water surface illustrated in Figure 3.2-9 is based on interpolation
between measured water elevation data collected from monitoring wells. This map is
intended to illustrate (or interpret) the baseline ground water elevations used for the
impact analysis. The future ground water elevations predicted using numerical modeling
were then compared with the interpreted baseline conditions (illustrated in Figure 3.2-9)
to estimate drawdown or mounding. Different line types (i.e., solid or dashed) are used to
signify different contour intervals, as explained in the legend. The use of solid lines vs.
dashed lines is not intended to signify different levels of accuracy or certainty, as the
comment appears to imply. There is always some level of uncertainty between data
points in any regional ground water elevation map. Eliminating some or all of the contours
or using different line types (as suggested in the comment) would not improve the
accuracy of the map or assist the reader in understanding the interpreted baseline
ground water conditions represented in the map.



Responses to Letter 2

2-13

2-14

Letter 2 Continued

2-14 As stated in the responses to comments 2-11 and 2-12, each symbol represents a
distinct water analysis. Additional detail is available in the baseline reports (PTI 1997a,e;
Exponent 1999).
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